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NOTE AND COMMENT.

VALIDITY op LEGISLATION LMTING Hous
or LABOR rOR WommN.-Public
opinion and the develbpment of social and economic
thought are 'well readin
the decision6, of the courts. An excellent illustration:
of this is-found in the.
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man can work standing upon his feet for more than ten hours a day, day
after day, without injury to himself, a woman cannot,.and
that to require
a woman to stand upon her feet for more than ten hours
in
any one day
and perform severe manual labor while thus standing, day
after day, has the
effect to impair her health, and that as weakly and sickly
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the mothers of vigorous children, it is of the greatest importance
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that it is not at all
clear that the court in rendering the opinion in the Ritchie
case, where an
eight hour *day was held to be unconstitutional, was of.
opinion a statute fixing a ten hour day in which women might work would
be unconstitutional."
It would seem that the court was not very successful
in distinguishing the
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Wenham v. State, 65 Neb. 394, 91 N. W. 42I, 58 L. R. A.
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v. Hamilton Maotf. Co., 120 Mass. 383; Washington v.
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,6o2, 59.L. R. A. 342. In connection with these cases it
is interesting to compare the case of Lochner v..'Nezw York, 198 U. S. 45, in
which it was held that
a New York statute limiting the hours of labor of men
working in bakeries
to ten per day was unconstitutional as denying the freedom
to contract. For
a somewhat extended discussion of the subject of limiting
hours of labor
-for women see 8 MicH. L. Rxv. i.
R. W. A.

